In their sermons on
D
URING the first half of the seventeenth century, preachers across confessional lines demonstrated that the "perfect and equall obiect of Preaching is the Word of God, Or, the word of God is the whole and onely matter, about which preaching is exercised."1 In contrast to the Edwardian and early Elizabethan homiletic mode of elaborating on a spiritual theme using scripture as a support, by the late Elizabethan period the sermon's function as scriptural exegesis, fo-cused on an epigraphic verse or verses, was established as the norm.2 Naturally, the level of analysis conducted on the specific words of the chosen text varied; preachers with controversial axes to grind could drift quite far from their texts. Yet in what has variously been termed the "metaphysical," "Anglo-Catholic," or "avant-garde conformist" style of Jacobean and Caroline England,3 fixation on the minute details of scriptural language reached its apex. The homiletic approaches of the early seventeenth century's most celebrated preachers, in particular Lancelot Andrewes, John Donne, and their imitators, are united by intense scrutiny of the formal details of scriptural language (word order, auxiliaries, homonyms, and the like). As T. S. Eliot famously says of Andrewes, the vanguard of this style, these preachers "take . . . a word and derive . . . the world from it; squeezing and squeezing the word until it yields a full juice of meaning which we should never have supposed any word to possess."4 Andrewes's ability to locate Christ's humility in the placement of the word for "God" (el) after the word for "us" (anu) in the Hebrew word Immanuel,5 or Donne's exploration in Deaths Duell of the shades of meaning that emerge with the multiple definitions of the word "issue" in Psalms 68:20 ("Unto God belong the issues of death"),6 assumes that every facet of scriptural language is spiritually communicative.
Andrewes in particular has benefited from recent investigation into this aspect of his preaching style. Sophie Read, Peter McCullough, Joan Webber, and Noam Reisner's studies of his emphasis on the formal details of language (often termed an incarnational approach to language) have recuperated what was for a long time criticized as linguistic preciousness-a tendency to "play with his Text, as a Jack-an-apes does"7-into a method that deeply respects "biblical language as an incarnation of the Word" and considers the "preached word too as sharing in an incarnation."8 As Webber describes, this is often expressed in Andrewes's belief that scripture's truth is embodied in the linguistic forms used to articulate it; this belief results, she argues, in a tendency "to make words act in prose like the thing being discussed . . . the word 'through' is made to stab through the words of the sentence, as the spear transfixed Christ on the cross . . . the emphasis is on the incarnation of thing in word, or upon the imitation by language of Christ's story."9 Robert Whalen, Theresa DiPasquale, and Dennis Quinn have similarly explored what James S. Baumlin terms Donne's "rhetoric of incarnationalism,"10 an approach to preaching that seeks to show the deep connections between God's transcendent truth and the human words in which it is expressed on earth, in scripture.11
Given this preaching style's profound engagement with the details of biblical text, what are the implications when it is confronted with lexically challenging passages, such as those presented by the book of Job? The text of Job is notoriously difficult; as Hugh Broughton (who produced an English translation of the book in 1610) complains, suggests that Andrewes's puns and wordplay demonstrate his "unshakeable conviction that echoes of the inwardness or essence of things can be heard in the connections within and between languages," 22. See also McCullough, who focuses on connections between Andrewes's language and the language of Eucharistic reception, arguing that Andrewes's "prose manifests his theological understanding of the relationship between human language and the Incarnate Word of Christ," in "Lancelot Andrewes and Language," Anglican Theological Review 74 (1992): 304; Webber, who traces Andrewes's verbal explorations of "the process by which God brings words to life, incarnates them, makes them things," in "Celebration of Word and World in Lancelot Andrewes' Style," Journal of English and Germanic Philology 64 (1965) : 256; and Reisner, who argues that Andrewes uses words "not only to refer to a hidden transcendental reality, but also to evoke its numinous presence," in "Textual Sacraments: Capturing the Numinous in the Sermons of Lancelot Andrewes," Renaissance Studies 21 (2007) we are put to very great paines in regard of the loftinesse of the style: that this book may seeme more impatient of our translation, then Iob himselfe of his friends comforting him: He may seeme yet still to sit upon the dunghill. Vnlesse perhaps the Author of the booke desired, that it never should be translated. This is the reason why the Presse maketh no better hast in this part of the Bible.14 Similarly, the dedicatory epistle to Elizabeth I of Theodore Beza's Iob Expounded argues that this booke . . . is in manie places made verie obscure to vs and hard to be vnderstood, partly by reason of the profoundnes of the things them selues here debated among most wise men, and not to be conceaued of euery one, partlie by diuers straunge words & also phrases differing from the pure Hebrue.15 Such descriptions could be rehearsed at length. While at times, as with Beza, interpretive challenges arising from the book's content-the "profoundnes of the things them selues"-are discussed, it is more often the resistance of the book's composition-the "diuers straunge words & also phrases"-that preoccupy writers. The Hebrew, Greek, and Latin versions of the book substantially differ, and high occurrence of hapax legomena ('words without brothers,' or words without other use in the Bible, which makes them harder to translate) results in considerable disparity between translations. Further, the Hebrew is corrupted and difficult to comprehend even idiomatically; its language can be highly figurative, employing multiple idiomatic metaphors that were largely incomprehensible in the early modern period. Transferred to English, 15 Iob Expounded, trans. Anonymous (London, 1589), A3v. The work, which covers the first two chapters of Job, was the product of a series of lectures at the Geneva academy beginning in January 1587; it was published in Latin as Iobus Theodori Bezae partim commentariis, partim paraphrasi illustratus (Geneva, 1589). it often veers toward the indecipherable unless it receives significant alteration.
The answer, oddly enough, seems to lie in misquotation. A method that so intensely scrutinizes the language of scriptural text seems, on the surface, distinctly at odds with seventeenth-century preachers' often haphazard use of available translations and originals, or with their tendency to alter the wording of biblical verses, seemingly at random. Most critics attribute scriptural misquotation to the failures of memory and lack of regularized citation practices that are a feature of the early modern period generally,16 without registering the significantly different responsibilities that a sermon has to scripture than, for example, a play has to Ovid. Certainly, some scriptural misquotation can be attributed to memory lapse and the irregularity of early modern citational practice, and critics are correct to warn against imposing current standards on early modern citation. However, the fact that preachers share in the practices of their wider literary environment does not mean that scriptural misquotation can be entirely explained by its features. tendency to use quotation as a means of engagement; she argues that "alongside examples of exact quotation derived at first hand from Augustine's works, we encounter a whole spectrum of intertextual alternatives: the merging of references from different texts; the misremembered reference; the suppressed reference; the submerged reference; the disowned reference; the partially rewritten reference; the oblique reference; the recycled reference; the distorted reference, or the reference creatively transformed" (5). Just as Shakespeare's quotation of scripture has different responsibilities and tensions from a preacher's, Donne's misquotation of scripture has different implications from his misquotation of Augustine, but my argument works in concert with that of Ettenhuber.
accommodating both the meaning and the lexical format of disorderly passages.
The citational practices of Andrewes and Donne, both in their general features and in their specific confrontations with a particularly fraught text, Job 19:23-27, suggest that their misquotation of scripture contributes to their general project of manifesting or incarnating-not merely explaining-difficult scriptural words to their audience. In his preface to the King James Bible, Miles Smith warns that God made no mistakes in the composition of scripture; if a passage is confused, it is so for a reason. Therefore, because "it hath pleased God in his diuine prouidence, heere and there to scatter wordes and sentences of . . . difficultie and doubtfulnesse," it would seem that fearfulnesse would better beseeme vs then confidence, and if we will resolue, to resolue vpon modestie with S. Augustine . . . Melius est dubitare de occultis, quam litigare de incertis, it is better to make doubt of those things which are secret, then to striue about those things that are vncertaine . . . For as it is a fault of incredulitie, to doubt of those things that are euident: so to determine of such things as the Spirit of God hath left (euen in the iudgement of the iudicious) questionable, can be no lesse then presumption.17
If Andrewes and Donne generally seek to manifest to their auditory the ways in which scriptural truth is written into the very fabric of texts, misquotation provides a means of manifesting the "scattered words" of disordered texts, as well as negotiating the gap between the meanings and the linguistic details of such texts. The best example of this procedure is his 1610 Easter sermon on Job 19:23-27 (figure 1; for the various readings given in other versions, see appendix 4). Geneva provides an anchor point, and variations from it are inserted in parentheses and marginal readings. Departures like these, silently incorporated into less contentious passages, should be considered deliberate movements away from the readings offered by existing English versions rather than inexact quotations. This type of meticulous, collational translation of scripture is generally a feature of the epigraph; it seems to be here that Andrewes provides a precise, authoritative version of the word to be preached. Quotation in the bodies of his sermons is much more likely to engage in what can more appropriately be termed misquotation; that is, it is more likely to make alterations that do not accurately represent the originals. However, such 21 Disregarding epigraphs of scriptural passages with little or no variation between versions, as well as repeated epigraphs, seventy-nine sermons remain. Of those, eighteen quote Geneva verbatim (or very near verbatim) where Geneva gives a unique reading; twenty-six follow Geneva where it offers only mild variation from other English versions (or where Geneva's reading represents the closest rendering of Greek or Hebrew originals); and thirty-five give unique readings or blend readings from more than one version (which is, in essence, a unique reading). As such, Andrewes's epigraphs can be said to quote from Geneva fifty-six percent of the time, and to depart from it forty-four percent of the time.
alterations do not appear to be any less deliberate, or any less invested in providing meaningful form to scriptural words.
In an oft-quoted 1607 sermon preached at Greenwich on James 1:22, Andrewes stresses the need to be "doers of the Word, and not hearers onely."22 It is in "doing" the word that both he and his audience can participate in "manifesting . . . the word in the flesh."23 As McCullough argues, "Andrewes pushes the comparison of human doing and holy incarnation to its farthest limits with his own beatitude: 'Blessed are they, that so incarnate the written word, by doing it, as the Blessed Virgin gave flesh, to the eternall word, by bearing it.'"24 Earlier in this sermon, Andrewes describes exactly what it means to be a "doer" of the word: Andrewes's choice of the word facere is key-to provide meaningful form to the word is to make or build it, to construct it as a thing; it in- This project begins with the epigraph, which despite its accurate, collated translation presents considerable difficulties not only for recitation, but also for straightforward reading. It is by far the most asterisked and parenthesized of the ninety-six.26 It is amorphous, both in physical presentation and its connection to specific texts: it follows Geneva for the most part, but incorporates readings from the Vulgate, Septuagint, and Hebrew. Andrewes acts as a scrupulous translator, but he also commences his sermon with an epigraph that confuses rather than elucidates his text. However, explicit suggestion that Job 19:23-27 is in any way disordered vanishes after this point. Instead, Andrewes begins a process of asserting the physical presence and permanence of his text, anticipating the reaction of readers of this text to be similar to that of "Antiquaries, if an old stone be digged up with any dimme letters on it" (424). He pursues this archeological metaphor, remarking that
In this Text, I finde mention of a stone to be graven; so that, I shall present you, this day, with an Antiquitie; an old stone digged up in the land of Hus, as old as Iob's time, and that as old as MOSE'S [sic]; with a faire inscription, the Characters of it yet legible, to prove the faith of this Feast. (424) Andrewes suggests that he has no participation in a process of facere; rather, like an archeologist, he has found the text, already possessed of a decidedly durable, communicative form.
Andrewes makes explicit his apprehension of the passage's innate physical presence, stating that its words may be likened "to a Mysterie or matter of great moment; worthie not onely to be written or enrolled in a booke, but to be cutt in stone; a monument to be made of it" (424). They are, he suggests, perfectly manifest words; he argues that "there is not in the Old; nay, there is not in all the New, a more pregnant direct place" (424). Andrewes speaks as though his text is unproblematic and manifest, an assessment he repeats in his statement that this testimony of the resurrection is "set downe with words so cleere, and so full of caution, as, in the Epistle to the Corinthians, it is not fuller expressed" (424). The inherent counterintuitiveness of these descriptions is discernible following the epigraph alone, even to those unfamiliar with the textual challenges posed by Job. However, this sermon was given to an educated, courtly audience at Whitehall that would have had at least a sense of Job as a particularly challenging book. The lack of connection that emerges between the confusion of the epigraph and Andrewes's descriptions of its unusual clarity is magnified as he departs from his usual homiletic procedure; normally, he maintains insistent focus on his text, constantly repeating passages and key phrases.27 Beneath his declarations of Job 19:23-27's physical permanence and clarity, something is missing: the text itself.
Andrewes provides snippets of text that combine various versions, most of which do not match the words he gives in the epigraph. Generally, these snippets are incorporated into his sentence structure with little signaling; dispersed through his language are the words resurget, redeemer, rising, written, cut, booke, scio, spero, stone, bosom, graven, and lodged . This provision of snippets must be differentiated from Andrewes's general tendency to scrutinize individual words ("text crumbling," as it has been termed),28 offering them in a range of derivative formats, which works to maintain intense focus on the words of the text.29 In this sermon, Andrewes's provision of single words is distancing, as he throws in a word or two (rarely the same, and rarely matching the epigraph), as if to elucidate a point, before cutting them off abruptly and rather papering them over with New Testament quotations given in full. Andrewes parcels out and rearranges one of the more contentious witnesses to the text, the Vulgate's rendering of 19:27, "reposita est haec spes mea in sinu meo" (this hope of mine is laid up in my bosom), a version that introduces a reading not available in other versions, and is bracketed into Andrewes's epigraph: Graven, that it may be knowne: knowne, that it may be our hope. His it was, and ours it must be: reposita, with him; reponenda, with us, to be lodged and layed up in our bosomes, against we be layd into the bosome of the earth. Indeed, {sculpsit in lapide} is nothing without {reponi in sinu;} Graving in stone will doe no good, without laying it up in the bosome. (424) Andrewes also replaces the Vulgate's "sculpantur in silice" (carved in flint)-which is similarly not available in other translations and is not translated as such in the epigraph-with sculpsit in lapide, confusingly parenthesized. At this point, the audience learns that this furtive text is no longer only a permanent, clear scriptural monument, but that it furthermore must be engraved in their own bosoms. However, rather than provide the words of the text that they should inscribe in their hearts, Andrewes abruptly ends the section. Despite his descriptions of the passage's clarity and physical stability, at this point the hearer or reader should have anything but a clear picture of what, precisely, the words of Job 19:23-27 are.
In the section that follows, Andrewes begins to provide those words. He argues that, because Job found "certaine words . . . cordiall to him" (425), Job wants them to be embodied outside himself in writing. Andrewes traces these words through various media, examining the relative stability of scriptural words embodied in speech, paper, and stone:
Which his wish of writing consists of three degrees; is as it were three wishes in one. 1. They be words; and because words be but winde (his owne Proverbe) that they might not blow away with the winde, he wisheth they were written: Quis mihi tribuat, Who will helpe him to a Clerke, to set them downe in writing? 2. But then, he bethinks himselfe better: they were no common ordinarie matter, therefore not to be committed to common ordinary writing. So, they might be rent or lost: they be more worth then so. Therefore now secondly, he mends his wish: he would not have them to be barely written, but registered in a booke, enrolled upon record, as publike instruments, mens deeds, judiciall proceeding; or (as the verie word gives it) Acts of Parliament, or whatsoever is most authenticall. 3. And yet, upon further advise, he calls backe that too, by a third wish. If they were upon record, Records will last long, yet, even them, time will iniure. No inke, no parchmene, but will decay with time. Now, these he would have last for ever: therefore he gives over his Scribe, and in stead of him wisheth for a Graver: no paper, or parchmene will serve; it must be stone, and the hardest stone, the rocke. For this paper, he must have a penne of iron: that he wisheth too. But, here is mention of lead: what is to be done with that? If we beleeue the Hebrewes (that best knew the fashion of their Countrie Monuments,) when it is graven, the graving may be choked with soile, and the edges of the letters, being rough, and uneven, may be worne in, or broken and so defaced; to provide for that, the graving he would haue filled with leade, that so it might keep smooth and even, from defacing; and full, from choking up. That it be ‫ליך‬ (the last word) that is, last for ever, to the last Ages and Generations to come, never to be worne but to hold for ever. (425) As Andrewes offers more snippets of text, he once again gives them in forms different from those already provided in the epigraph. For example, "Oh that my words were now written" becomes "who will helpe him to a Clerke." Further, he transforms the next words of the verse, "Oh that they were written even in a booke," into "registered in a booke," and then "enrolled upon record," finally arguing that "the verie word" (Hebrew, presumably) gives it as "Acts of Parliament"-a statement that is manifestly false, as the word in Hebrew is ‫ר‬ ‫פֶ‬ ‫סֵ‬ (sepher), which means simply "book" or "scroll" (although it can mean "record," as in the Jewish Study Bible translation-see appendix). Andrewes echoes the work of the previous section; just as there he argues for a clear, textual monument-all the while withholding his text-here he multiplies the readings available, while describing Job's quest for textual permanence in paragraphs that successively undermine the possibility of textual permanence and highlight the intrinsic insubstantiality of words and their need to derive material presence from media.
This lack of connection between what Andrewes's words say and what they do is key. As the sermon progresses he refers directly to the relationship between the texts' material form and their content:
Kindly it is, it should be wrought in the Rocke, that is of the Redeemer, who is the Rocke. And so the resurrection, being a putting on incorruption, would not be written in corruptible stuffe, but in that commeth neerest to incorruption, and is least of all subiect to corrupt and decay: The words would be immortall, that treat of immortalitie. (426) This is the fundamental problem of Job 19:23-27. Even while the words (possibly) refer to the resurrection of Christ's body and argue for the necessity of their permanent inscription, the text is nonetheless clearly "written in corruptible stuffe . . . subject to corrupt and decay." How can Andrewes incarnate the meaning of such words and their form at the same time, except by allowing his argument to pursue his text's message, while its material appearance in his sermon remains slippery? This aim is elegantly pursued in Andrewes's exposition of 19:26, which he gives as "videbo Deum in carne," and describes as "GOD in plaine termes" (427). This description seems, initially, to be one of the most ironic moments in the sermon (ironic, or willfully wrongheaded), considering that he follows it with the qualification that the verse can be (and historically has been) taken to mean entirely different things, either "I, in my flesh, shall see GOD: or I shall see Deum in carne, that is, Deum incarnatum, GOD having taken flesh upon Him" (427). The verse is one of most contentious phrases in one of the slipperiest passages of the most difficult book of the Bible, one that exists in entirely different formats across versions, and (as Andrewes has shown) needs to be phrased and rephrased in order for it to make sense. Andrewes resolves the contradiction he has created between the dual readings given to this verse and his description of it as "GOD in plaine termes," stating that in the dual readings, "one depends on the other; our seeing GOD in the flesh, upon GOD's being seen in our flesh . . . Deus, in carne, are the two natures" (427). The two natures of Christ are made manifest in the two ways of reading this verse. The verse needs to remain slippery, to mean multiple things equally, in order to perform the truth of the nature of Christ that it seeks to describe. It is this performance that Andrewes intends to harness in his description of the verse as "God in plain terms"; the verse describes God in manifest terms, in terms that do, that embody, their originals, in being multivalent and inexact.
Despite his efforts to accommodate the furtiveness of the verses, Andrewes demonstrates moments of frustration. More than halfway through the sermon, he breaks away from this misquotational mode, quoting directly, "see him, in the flesh. That, as proper to this text, and this day, which offers more grace. This day, CHRIST rose in the flesh, and this Text is, we shall see Him in the flesh" (429). This clear recitation of a whole clause, in terms close to those given in his epigraph, has the effect of revelation-of words in which form and content are united in a perfect clarity that parallels the revelation of Christ in the flesh, to which the verse is meant to testify. Despite Andrewes's efforts, it becomes clear that he craves a linguistic form for scripture that is not furtive but provides this kind of clarity. After providing nothing but inexact snippets and variously cited contentious phrases, Andrewes's call to Eucharist recapitulates the words that he has meticulously misquoted in indirect, unclear pieces, culminating in this clear clause, "see Him in our flesh" (433). In the peroration (closing call to Eucharist) of the sermon, the Eu-charist becomes the referent of videbo Deum in carne mea, the incarnation of the Word that been promised but ungraspable in Andrewes's words, and which his audience is meant "even literally, to lodge, and lay . . . up in [their] bosome [s]" (432) . Throughout, Andrewes's quotation has demonstrated a consistent intention to be "a doer of the word," to engage in a process of facere that will provide the most faithful texts possible for his audience. When those originals (and reverend translations) offer texts that are confusing and disordered, Andrewes engages forms of misquotation in order to replicate the formats of those originals, pointing through misquotation toward what he presents as the perfect incarnation of the Word, the Eucharist.
JOHN DONNE
In "Satyre II," Donne displays misgivings about people who purposely misquote scripture, describing a lawyer who omits key terms from legal documents, "As slily'as any Commenter goes by / Hard words, or sense; or in Divinity / As controverters, in vouch'd Texts, leave out / Shrewd words, which might against them cleare the doubt."30 Yet, in his sermon on Acts 10:44 he protests against slavish adherence to the "very, very words" of scripture:
S.Peter tooke his Text here, ver. 34. Out of Deuteronomy, Of a truth I perceive, that God is no respecter of persons. Where, because the words are not precisely the same in Deuteronomy, as they are in this Text, we finde just occasion to note, That neither Christ in his preaching, nor the Holy Ghost in penning the Scriptures of the new Testament, were so curious as our times, in citing Chapters and Verses, or such distinctions, no nor in citing the very, very words of the places . . . if we consider that one place in the Prophet Esay . . . and consider the same place, as it is cited six severall times in the new Testament, we shall see, that they stood not upon such exact quotations, and citing of the very words.31
Besides suggesting that precise quotation was very much valued in the seventeenth century, these words place Donne's relationship with the words of scripture on a slightly different footing from that of Andrewes. Donne differs from Andrewes in his relative lack of focus on constructing polished translations of his texts based on philological study of biblical languages. This may stem from his lower degree of proficiency in these languages (Latin excepted). However, it is difficult to establish Donne's level of competence in biblical languages,32 and while it seems fair to attribute some of his misquotation to a lack of proficiency, the care that he demonstrates in his use of translational tools and his more frequent misquotation of English versions, belies discomfort with biblical languages as a comprehensive account. Donne seems, instead, to interrogate the kind of perfection that Andrewes seeks, whether the perfection of Andrewes's meticulously translated epigraphs, or the mimetic perfection of his in-text quotations. Donne's alteration of the words of scripture, while equally not intended to misrepresent the meaning of the originals, rarely results in more accurate or more performative renderings. Instead, Donne generally adheres quite closely to at least one available version (usually the King James Bible) before giving his text in various permutations. He rearranges words, changes tense, number, and voice, and uses synonyms interchangeably. When read in terms of his protestation against the "curiosity" of his time, "in citing Chapters and Verses, or such distinctions" and "in citing the very, very words of the places," Donne's tendency to alter his texts seems attributable to what he represents as a counter-cultural desire to move away from slavish-even idolatrousquotation. Donne seeks a mode of attentiveness to the material features of scriptural words that is not dependent on "exact quotations, and citing of the very words" of available versions; instead, Donne invokes 32 Izaak Walton suggests that Donne deferred ordination for three years while "appl [ying] himself to an incessant study of Textual Divinity, and to the attainment of a greater perfection in the learned Languages, Greek and Hebrew"; see The Life of John Donne, Dr. in Divinity, and Late Dean of Saint Pauls (London, 1658), 40. But Walton's description must be taken cautiously, as he is accounting positively for Donne's delayed ordination. D. C. Allen provides contradictory assessments in "Dean Donne Sets His Text," at one point arguing that Donne "read the Sixth and Thirty-second Psalms in the original" (ELH 10 [1952] : 214), and subsequently that his knowledge of Hebrew does not go much beyond an ability to manipulate a lexicon (215). D. C. Simpson argues against Allen's assessment in a letter addressed to Evelyn Simpson, on the basis that Allen assessed Donne's competency according to modern rather than contemporary standards; see New Haven, Yale University, Beinecke Library, OSB MS 90, Box 2, Folder 69; provided in Chanita Goodblatt, The Christian Hebraism of John Donne: Written with the Fingers of Man's Hand (Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 2010), 23-24. Despite their extensive analysis, Potter and Simpson are hesitant to define Donne's competency, at most stating that he was well versed in tools for biblical scholarship (Sermons, 10:311). Of Greek, they are more willing to suggest that his knowledge was "almost negligible" (Sermons, 10:317). Goodblatt suggests that Donne made admirable use of tools for Christian Hebraic scholarship in keeping with the practice of his time and that his interest and abilities in Hebrew need to be considered in terms of his approaches to exegesis rather than a summary of his knowledge; see Goodblatt, Christian Hebraism. a mode of iconoclasm-one that fights against a form of bibliolatry in venerating specific versions of scripture.
Scriptural iconoclasm may seem inherently contradictory, just as Donne's intense scrutiny of scriptural language seems at odds with his lack of interest in the "very, very words" of scripture, or his apparent tendency to make errors. However, Donne's primary goal is truth, and while scripture's truth is often written plainly within the format of scriptural words, excessively precise quotation can, as Donne explores in the sermon, be wielded in enormously untruthful, manipulative ways. Further, Donne's view of the relationship between God's truth and its manifestation in earthly formats is complicated by his acute sense of the fallen status of the material, its perpetual tendency toward corruption and dissolution. He was by no means a dualist; like Augustine, Donne had a clear sense that humans can only access the spiritual through the physical. At the same time, despite his investment in materiality, it was for him always in a movement toward decay.33 As such, the perfect incarnation of the Word in human language that Andrewes seeks is impossible for Donne. For him, the perfect scriptural body is not a perfect quotation from a perfect translation; rather, it lies in highlighting the innately broken status of human works and words. By emphasizing the brokenness of the human linguistic forms given to scripture, Donne highlights God's ability to work through brokenness and counters humanity's tendency to idolize its own creations (in this case, its scriptural translations). As such, there is no conflict between erroneously representing the "very, very words," but nonetheless treating every material detail of the text as potentially revelatory. If revelation depends on the Holy Spirit working through a text, it doesn't matterindeed, it can be preferable-if that text is a broken one. Donne's willingness to call the reverend translations into question prevents his argument from being subsumed by the contemporary debates surrounding preferred versions that he seeks to subvert. In his Easter 1620 Lincoln's Inn sermon on Job 19:26 ("And though, after my skin, wormes destroy this body, yet in my flesh shall I see God"), Donne engages in a sustained program of iconoclasm in his misquotation of scriptural versions. The sermon represents an exercise in unreliable citation; Donne opens with an argument against the ways in which people misleadingly cite scripture to support their own ends: to this purpose . . . they abuse that place of Esay, Thy dead men shall live; awake and sing, yee that dwell in the dust. And, for the second part, that the Gentiles shall not arise, they apply the words of the same Prophet before, They are dead, they shall not live, they are deceased, they shall not rise. The Jews onely, say they shall rise; but, not all they; but onely the righteous amongst them. And, to that purpose, they abuse that place of the Prophet Zachary, two parts shall be cut off, and dye, but the third shall be left therein, and I will bring that third part, through the fire, and will refine them, as silver is refined, and try them, as gold is tried. The Jews onely of all men, the good Jews onely of all Jews, and of these good Jews, onely they who were buried in the land of promise shall have this present, and immediate resurrection; And to that purpose they force that place in Genesis where Jacob, upon his deathbed, advised his sonne Joseph, to bury him in Canaan, and not in Egypt, and to that purpose, they detort also, that place of Ieremy, where the Prophet lays that curse upon Pashur, That he should dye in Babylon, and be buried there. (3:93) In this description of unreliable quotation, Donne misquotes scripture in three distinct ways. He follows Geneva verbatim for Isaiah 26:19, but deletes its reference to bodily resurrection, and offers a misrendering of the King James Bible in "tidying" its Zechariah 13:8-9. Donne then abandons both Geneva and King James and provides an inexact paraphrase: he describes Genesis 47:29-30 (Jacob's deathbed speech) in an ambiguous way that, with its dangling modifiers, renders it uncertain whether Jacob means that his own body should be buried in Canaan, or Joseph's (a pertinent lack of clarity, owing to the fact that while the Israelites carried Jacob's mummified body out of Egypt, Moses carried with him Joseph's bones).35 Furthermore, Jacob didn't "advise" Joseph to bury him in Canaan; rather, he requested a solemn vow, a request that Joseph echoes. By providing a summary, Donne is able to fudge whom he is talking about, who said what, and in what way. In this passage, Donne demonstrates multiple modes of misquoting scripture while arguing against abusive citation; as such, his "errors" are too purposeful to be explained by forgetfulness or lack of care. Donne never falsifies the message of the text; even his lack of specificity regarding Joseph and Jacob is supported by their parallel stories. Rather, his misquotation serves to enact what this passage makes explicit: human words are not trustworthy, and manipulative citation can cover all manner of sin-including his own.
Donne pairs this litany of misquotations with constantly shifting versions of his scriptural text. The epigraph follows the King James Bible verbatim, and Donne's first in-text citation maintains that reading, but as the sermon progresses it is never again given with the same wording, shifting as follows: and he called his sonne Ioseph, and said vnto him, If now I haue found grace in thy sight, put, I pray thee, thy hand vnder my thigh, and deale kindely and truely with mee, bury me not, I pray thee, in Egypt. But I will lie with my fathers, and thou shalt carie mee out of Egypt, and bury me in their burying place: and he said, I will doe as thou hast said."
Exodus 13:19 (King James Bible): "And Moses tooke the bones of Joseph with him: for hee had straitly sworne the children of Israel, saying; God will surely visite you, and ye shall cary vp my bones away hence with you." There is nothing false about these versions, but in their constant alteration they move through various existing renderings (the Geneva and Bishops' "And thogh after my skin wormes destroy this bodie, yet shall I see God in my flesh") and multiple new ones, undercutting any sense that he gives scripture's "very, very words. In his investigation of the New Testament use of Job as an authority, Donne further undermines his own citational practices; he maintains that "there is but one place of this booke of Iob cited at all" (100), referring to Paul's use of Job 5:13 in 1 Corinthians 3:19 ("He taketh the wise in their owne craftinesse"), temporarily eliding the far more famous, explicit reference to Job in James 5:11. Donne draws attention to this missed citation in his claim that "more then this one place, is not, (I thinke) cited out of this booke of Iob in the new Testament" (100). When Donne eventually gives the citation, he tacitly questions the definition of citation, acknowledging that "the authority of Iob is established in another place; you have heard of the patience of Iob . . . says Saint Iames" (100). Donne does not explain his initial rejection of James 5:11; presumably, it is because it is not direct quotation. This lack of explanation is important; in view of the work of undermining citation that Donne has performed, his unexplained qualification not only destabilizes the value and feasibility of citation but also renders its nature unclear.
An important warrant for Donne's misquotation of scripture is its tendency to misquote itself. Donne focuses on texts that Christ cites; in quoting Christ quoting Exodus 3:6 in Luke 20:37, which Donne describes as diplomatic quotation (in that Christ's texts are restricted to the Torah, the only books considered canonical by his Sadducee audience), Donne blends Exodus and Christ's citation of it, which do not exactly correspond:
Though therefore our Saviour Christ, who disputed then, onely against the Sadduces, argued for the doctrine of the Resurrection, onely from that place of the Scripture, which those Sadduces acknowledged to be Scripture (for they denied all but the bookes of Moses) and so insisted upon those words, I am the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob [.] (99) By blending the quotations, Donne responds to an important issue: what does it mean to accurately cite scriptural words that are not consistent in scripture? If he were to quote the wording as it appears in Exodus 3:6, Donne would by necessity misquote Luke and vice versa. Christ himself alters biblical quotations in order to further his spiritual message; Donne notices that "Christ doth but paraphrase that place of Daniel, who says, Multi, many, when he says, Omnes, all; All that are in the grave shall heare his voyce and shall come forth" (99). Christ's alteration of Daniel's words has implications beyond a biblical warrant for polemical misquotation. As the Word Incarnate, Christ offers scriptural words that supersede Daniel; it is rather Daniel's "many" that becomes misquotation.
Just as intra-biblical quotation is often inconsistent, Donne reminds his audience that the various versions of Job are at least inconsistent, if not altogether incorrect, when he refers to a point of divergence between the various English scriptural versions of Job 19:26, the inclusion of the word "worms." Donne declares, it is not in the Originall; In the Originall there is no mention of wormes. But . . . both our later translations (for indeed, our first translation hath no mention of wormes) and so very many others, even Tremellius that adheres most to the letter of the Hebrew, have filled up this place, with that addition, Destroyed by worms. It makes the destruction the more contemptible [.] (106) Donne essentially renders all versions incorrect and implies that including and omitting the word are both misquotations: the Hebrew does not support inclusion (it reads "they have peeled/struck off," in reference to no apparent agents-see appendix), but omission does not address the corruption of the Hebrew and makes little sense in an English idiom. Donne concludes by arguing, "Destroyed by worms. It makes the destruction the more contemptible," as if to suggest that, ultimately, "worms" stands in most English versions because it is linguistically or theologically satisfying.
By this point, Donne has undermined scriptural citation by demonstrating its manipulation by polemicists, his own citation failures, its manipulation in scripture itself, and the inconsistency of versions. As he explicates the phrase "Corruption in the skin" (103), his purpose in highlighting corrupt citation becomes clear. Conflating the skins of human bodies with the skins of Bibles, Donne implies that by focusing on "our own skins," humans idolize the corruptible material of their own textual works:
Corruption in the skin, says Iob; In the outward beauty, These be the Records of velim, these be the parchmins, the endictments, and the evidences that shall condemn many of us, at the last day, our own skins; we have the book of God, the Law, written in our own hearts; we have the image of God imprinted in our own souls; wee have the character, and seal of God stamped in us, in our baptism; and, all this is bound up in this velim, in this parchmin, in this skin of ours, and we neglect book, and image, and character, and seal, and all for the covering. Donne questions the relationship that a book has to its physical materials; in vellum and parchment, Donne targets the illusory "skin" of the Bible that will always be corrupt. He links this tendency to focus on "skins" with a form of dangerous textual idolatry: although it "is not a clear case, if we consider the originall words properly, that Iesabel did paint; and yet all translators, and expositors have taken a just occasion, out of the ambiguity of those words, to cry down that abomination of painting" (104).
Similarly, "it is not a clear case, if we consider the propriety of the words, That Absolon was hanged by the hair of the head; and yet the Fathers and others have made use of that indifferency, and verisimilitude, to explode that abomination, of cherishing and curling haire" (104). The misleading ways in which commentators manipulate biblical phrases becomes a form of idolatry that mirrors cosmetics and hair curling. Indeed, it is worse; such manipulation represents a poisonous refashioning of scripture into the "letter that killeth"-one becomes "guilty of a murder, though no body die. . . . Thou hast poyson'd a cup, if any would drink, thou hast prepar'd a tentation, if any would swallow it" (104).
That Donne wishes to unite his (and others') unreliable citation of scripture with the fundamental unreliability of material manifestations of the divine (and thus the need to avoid idolatrous fixation on that material) is clear in his description of the inevitable corruption facing not only all flesh but also the seemingly permanent marble of churches, which is trodden away by worshippers' incessant need for physical contact with the divine:
Thy skinne, and thy body shall be ground away, trod away upon the ground. . . . Aske where that marble that is worn off of the threshold in the Church-porch by continuall treading, and with that . . . marble, thou mayst find thy Fathers skinne, and body; Contrita sunt, . . . the marble, the skinne, the body are ground away, trod away, they are destroy'd, who knows the revolutions of dust? (105) In contrast, the only body that does not face corruption in Donne's sermon is the dead body of Christ, regarding which "one dram of the decree of his Father, one sheet, one sentence of the prediction of the Prophets preserv'd his body from corruption, and incineration, more then all Iosephs new tombs, and fine linnen, and great proportion of spices could have done" (106). The preservative power of God's Word counters any idea that it isn't enduring or powerful, or that Donne seeks to argue as much; rather, this passage serves to juxtapose God's Word, which does not corrupt and is perfectly incarnated in Christ, with human versions of it, which always, to a degree, represent a papering over death. Tellingly, Donne invokes the dual signification of "sheet," comparing the sheet of a scriptural page with the sheets used to wind Christ's dead body. Donne's pun, that we describe scripture and shrouds by the same word, highlights the troubling fact that we can access the Word only through corrupt and corrupting human words.
For Donne, the fallen status of human language positions it as deeply unsuitable for the mystery of incarnation, placing all incarnations of the Word as misquotations. Human words on their own, it seems, do not give meaningful form to scripture; the mystery of incarnation is rather that "God-head did not forsake the body, though it were dead"-that "God did still cleave to that man, then when he was no man, in the separation of body and soul, in the grave" (106). This is the basis for Donne's approach-his focus on the spiritual meaning available in the material details of words, despite the inherent corruption of scriptural texts and references to it, becomes justified. It is not in polishing human words that they become incarnations; incarnation exists in God's willingness to bestow spirit and life to human words that are otherwise only corrupting vessels of death.
Just as Andrewes locates the solution to the shortcomings of his versions of scriptural words with the Eucharist, Donne locates the solu-tion to the unavoidable corruption of human scriptural words in the miracle of incarnation that is Resurrection. In life, it is only in broken language that embodiments of the Word are possible. In the Resurrection, Donne insists that he "shall see all problematicall things come to be dogmaticall, [he] shall see all these rocks in Divinity, come to bee smooth alleys; [he] shall see Prophesies untyed, Riddles dissolved, controversies reconciled" (111). It was for this purpose of redeeming fallen materiality that Christ as Word was made flesh: "Verbum caro factum, et caro resurgeret; Therefore the Word was made flesh, therefore God was made man" (113). In the meantime, while humans can never cite the "very, very words" of scripture, God's ability to work through material corruption allows Donne to preach as though he can.
C ONCLUSION
These preachers' approaches, although equally informed by a strong commitment to the details of scriptural language and the investment of those details with spiritual meaning, essentially employ misquotation to achieve conflicting ends. Andrewes seeks to construct polished, performative versions of challenging texts, while Donne argues against the possibility and advisability of such an aim. Yet both demonstrate the potential for meaning in misquotation and its paradoxical role in early modern attempts to achieve a better connection with scripture's truth. This is, of course, a very fine line to tread; because sermons provided "the word preached," preachers had a responsibility to the text that precluded high levels of alteration. Andrewes's and Donne's alteration of scriptural words holds in view the fact that preachers were not proprietors of scripture and could not bend the text to say whatever preachers might like. Rather, it provides a delicate means of negotiating the gap between scripture's divine truth and the contrary, challenging human words used to access it. Misquotation could, of course, have repercussions; Andrewes's statement concerning Job 19:25-that "there is not in the Old, nay there is not in the New, a more pregnant direct place" in which the Resurrection is proclaimed-was adopted (or more accurately, pilfered verbatim) by more than one early modern preacher. Misquotation by both Andrewes and Donne traces a balance by altering wording, but in a way that attempts to achieve a better connection with scripture. If, as Heylyn, Brownrig, and Fenton indicate, their approaches are exemplary, then Andrewes and Donne serve as exemplars of an approach that assumes that scriptural words can bear-even demand-intense levels of interaction. It also suggests that early modern preachers assumed intense levels of responsibility for working through difficult texts, both to explain and manifest them to their audiences, and to properly represent their divine truths. 
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